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Thus, Rashomon serves first as a metaphor, representing the realization that reality is not a constant, but a chameleon phenomenon that changes according to every involved party's perspective. Thus, Kurosawa poses a phenomenological dilemma. For him there is no way to access the actual events without becoming trapped in the way those events were understood and remembered by the actors; one can only recreate the events from the subjective evidence at hand. Subjective and objective are scrambled egg and yolk. Mazur correctly underscores the importance of this relativism in approaching a complex post-modem issue of contamination at Love Canal.
However, Mazur is not content to accept Kurosawa's dilemma. Beyond his homage to relativism, he also admits in the introduction to a belief that the facts can be determined if one only examines the evidence clearly. For example, measuring the wound in the dead samurai would discern the murder weapon, providing objective evidence to clarify the inconsistent accounts and supercede this relativism.
Mazur is at heart an empiricist. He yearns for such superseding evidence that will allow stepping beyond relativism. As a result, while Kurosawa left his viewers wondering and debating, in Mazur's narrative, the viewer will be given a conclusion based upon Mazur's judgment. It is this departure from Kurosawa's model, I will argue, that indeed makes this a "hazardous" inquiry.
Secondly, Rashomon is a method of inquiry. Kurosawa uses the testimony of the four individuals to show the differing realities of the rape/murder. Mazur adopts this same format, presenting an account based upon the viewpoints, respectively, of polluter Hooker Chemical, land developer Niagara Falls School Board, Love Canal residents, citizen activist Lois Gibbs, the New York State Department of Health, and reporter, Michael Brown, who broke the Love Canal story. As a talented sociologist who has written particularly about the role of the press in establishing meta-events, such as Love Canal, Mazur is well-qualified to research and present these relative viewpoints.
He begins with Hooker's account, as drawn from various sources, including testimony at trial. Here we see the nexus of DOES TIME BRING PERSPECTIVE? industrial rationalization for the legacy ofpre-RCRA-regulated waste disposal. Hooker was using accepted methods of waste disposal at the time, both in terms of legal frameworks and industrial standards of the day. The motives and reasoning used by Hooker for transferring the landfilled site to the Niagara Falls Board of Education are also probed. Mazur concludes that the Board initiated the transfer and that Hooker properly indicated that wastes were buried at the site and warned against disturbing them. Much of the resulting spread of pollutants resulted from the Board's ignoring of these warnings. Mazur's treatment of Hooker, overall, is thus quite sympathetic. In my own visit to the Canal in 1979, when I spoke with a former Hooker employee who served as a whistleblower against the company, I came away thinking that the company's story was a bit more complex than that presented by Mazur. However, there is no doubt that the social comprehension of the consequences of Hooker's actions were substantially different in the historical context within which the dumping occurred than they are now.
This historical context subsequently provides the basis for Mazur's conclusion that the School Board's decision to locate a school on the canal and to subsequently develop housing adjacent to it can be accounted for by the prevailing naivete about the consequences of these actions. Mazur was hampered by the paucity of direct surviving sources. Still, it is too simple to dismiss the School Board's actions-or for that matter Hooker Chemicals'-by claiming ignorance. During my interviews there in 1979, angry residents ofthe Canal suggested that these decisions were influenced by "good old boy" politics, favoritism and greed, not naivete. While I have no proof of the veracity of these accusations, they will not appear DOES TIME BRING PERSPECTIVE?
an otherwise conservative politician who had supported and learned from the anti-fluoridation issue. Scientific testimony presented in Delaney's hearings included a statement by Dr. Wilhelm Hueper of the National Cancer Institute which projected a major epidemic of cancers caused by changes to the environment. This testimony, Mazur notes, subsequently proved a major influence on Carson's thinking. While the historical connections are dazzling, Mazur hardly holds back on his own opinions. Mazur's biased line of argument presages his eventual judgments about risk at Love Canal. Thus, Mazur debunks the cancer epidemic, perhaps a bit too cavalierly, emphasizing the prevalence ofnatural carcinogens over synthetic, and effects of greater general longevity and reduced deaths from heart disease on the explosion of diagnosed cancers. And, while he accords great importance to Carson's Silent Spring, 6 her claims of overuse of pesticides and her subsequent influence, he also seeks to debunk her key basic findings: that synthetic chemicals are a major source of cancer, that DDT causes human cancers, and that robins would become extinct due to DDT and other pollutants. If one can look past these judgmental positions that tarnish his attempt at objective analysis, one finds a key integrative argument buried behind them. Thus Mazur correctly notes that the sensitivity to trace doses of chemicals inspired by Carson in the 1960s serves as akey explanation for why the School Board might have been unconcerned in the 1950s about issues that inflamed fear in the 1970s.
Having introduced this contextual divide between the early reasoning of Hooker and the School Board, on one hand, and the later thoughts of residents and regulators, on the other, Mazur proceeds to give a brief account of the events of summer 1978 that transformed the local mind set from ignorant denial to informed alarm. In brief, press coverage and local activism served to force government to investigate the community. Enough was then learned for the Commissioner of the Department of Health to order remediation and temporary relocation of parents of young children and pregnant 6 CARSON, supra note 5.
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women. This relocation, in turn, set the stage for the subsequent government purchase of inner ring homes nearby the canal. Response to this sequence of events inspired extensive organizing within the community. Although lacking the detailed analysis of the participant observation of Adeline Levine's classic, Love Canal: Science, Politics and People,' Mazur does a competent job here in setting the stage for a following chapter which gives the account of citizen leader Lois Gibbs over the next two years. As distinguished from initial activism to address the inner ring residents living immediately around Love Canal, the decision to relocate this neighborhood set the stage for residents of the surrounding areas to subsequently organize for their own relocation. In sharing the tale of Lois Gibbs, organizer extraordinaire and leader of the Love Canal Homeowners Association, Mazur recounts perhaps the most oft-told story of American grass roots activism. While this account is less personal than Gibbs' own version, and less detailed than that of Levine,' Mazur gives a good flavor of Gibbs' battle for relocation. He acknowledges key issues along the way, including the swale theory, Gibbs' brilliant reconceptualization of how illnesses would cluster given exposure patterns based upon movement of contaminants into wet areas throughout the community. And he shares the story of the botched feedback of a key chromosome study by the Environmental Protection Agency that led Gibbs to kidnap two EPA scientists, prodding President Carter to finally offer relocation to outer ring residents.
Gibbs' battles with the New York State Department of Health offer a segue into Mazur's consideration of health officials' perspectives. He does an insightful job of explaining how Gibbs and her science adviser, Beverly Paigen, differed in their assessments from state officials. Of perhaps greatest interest, however, is the description of how the Department of Health, itself, changed DOES TIME BRING PERSPECTIVE? positions over time. Comparing DOH booklets from 1978 and 1981, Mazur demonstrates how the agency sought to alter its public assessment of the disaster. In the first case, Love Canal was a "time bomb." In the second, it just was there, to be described in nondramatic summary statistics. Mazur's interviews suggest that the change reflected more complete scientific findings which failed to show serious health effects that were suggested by earlier preliminary data. This shift of findings, and thus of concern, creates a fascinating change in agency pronouncements that could not appear to residents as anything but disingenuous. The fact that residents had collected their own data, which did not fit with the state's efforts to minimize the threat, intensified distrust.
Was the state motivated in qualifying the threat merely by new evidence that showed a lessened effect? Mazur does not address Levine's very detailed critique of the workings of the "Thomas Commission," the panel of five prestigious scientists named by the governor of New York in 1980 to serve as an impartial body evaluating conflicting scientific data about the health effects of Love Canal. Levine provides a clear example of what I called "strategic distortion."" Despite the prestige of the members, the final report's conclusion of no evidence of acute health effects from Love Canal rested, Levine's investigation concluded, on no firm evidence whatso-ever. She discusses in detail the failure of the study to examine evidence of either acute or chronic health effects in a complete, professional, and competent manner. References are omitted, key literature is not cited, inadequate literature is used to make crucial arguments, other literature is selectively used or ignored, comprehensive research was not undertaken, and disconfirming results ignored. Perhaps most disturbing was the treatment of citizen scientist, Dr. Beverly Paigen, whose work showing excess miscarriage rates and other effects at Love Canal was dismissed by the commission based upon attacks on the author, the method and its 
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political importance, disregard of a favorable federal review of the work, and without evidence of deficiencies. Levine rounds out her critique by citing conflicts of interest inherent in the social context of the review that undermine its independence. Under the active control of the New York State Department of Health, which regulated four of the five institutions from which panel members were drawn and where they served as administrators, she concluded that it was not surprising that the commission's findings "provide a balm and a rationale for the DOH behavior."" The failure to address Levine becomes a serious shortcoming for A Hazardous Inquiry because, in his most controversial chapter, entitled Scientific Controversy, Mazur pretty much accepts the Thomas Commission's position. I will return to this chapter in a moment. Mazur also offers a brief chapter about journalist Michael Brown, who broke and made the Love Canal story. A second section of the book offers Mazur's analysis. He begins here on safe ground, offering a thorough analysis of the role of news coverage, a topic Mazur has previously and often addressed in his published work. A second chapter offers an interesting if incomplete discussion of who pays the costs of Love Canal. For example, the costs of what I call "environmental stigma" are not addressed, even though real estate effects are well documented, including in areas affected by Love Canal. Mazur than steps off of safe ground.
In the chapter on Scientific Controversy, Mazur's biases get in the way of his providing the kind of insight found in other chapters. Much as lawyers study the predilections ofjudges to anticipate their rulings, earlier hints have prepared us for Mazur's conclusions. Down the line, he rejects the arguments of Gibbs and Paigen in examining what he terms the central question: "How much illness occurred among residents as a result of contamination?" Recalling Levine's critique of the Thomas Commission, it is noteworthy that Mazur fails to address the issue of what kinds of proof would be needed to answer this question. Instead he offers a fairly detailed summary of Beverly
